DOCKET NO.: RCOH-1065 PATENT 
Serial No.: 10/650,444 

Response to Office Action of November 29, 2006 
Amendment dated March 28, 2007 

REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 18 and 23 through 23 under 35 
U.S.C. §101. Although the Examiner has withdrawn the previous section 103 rejections 
of claims 1 through 66, he now rejects these claims based upon new grounds of rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. §103. In view of the above amendments and the following remarks, the 
applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider the pending rejections. 

The Section 101 rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 18 and 23 through 23 under 35 
U.S.C. §101 for allegedly being directed to nonstatutory subject matter. 

Accordingly, independent claim 1 has been amended to recite the subject matter 
limitations of now cancelled claim 11, which recites "selecting search words from the 
word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value" and "extracting 
sentences from the predetermined text database based upon the selected search words." 
These two additional steps now clearly recite a useful, concrete tangible result since 
certain useful sentences are extracted as a result of these additional steps. Thus, the 
applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that newly amended independent claim 1 
and its dependent claims 2 through 18 now overcome the section 101 rejection. 

Similarly, independent claim 23 has been amended to recite the subject matter 
limitations of now cancelled claim 33, which recites "selecting search words from the 
word candidates based upon the specific area occurrence value" and "extracting 
sentences from the predetermined text database based upon the selected search words." 
These two additional steps now clearly recite a useful, concrete tangible result since 
certain useful sentences are extracted as a result of these additional steps. 



24 



DOCKET NO.: RCOH-1065 PATENT 
Serial No.: 10/650,444 

Response to Office Action of November 29, 2006 
Amendment dated March 28, 2007 

In addition, the preamble of independent claim 23 and its dependent claims 24 
through 40 has been amended to direct the claims to a "storage medium containing a 
computer program." The newly amended preamble places the rejected claims within the 
scope of the statutory subject matter since the storage medium is considered to be a 
statutory subject matter under the current PTO examination guideline. Thus, the 
applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that newly amended independent claim 23 
and its dependent claims 24 through 40 now overcome the section 101 rejection. 

In this regard, although the Examiner has not rejected claims 41 through 44 under 
35 U.S. C. §101, the applicants have voluntarily amended the above claims to correct the 
anticipated further rejections. The preamble of independent claim 41 and its dependent 
claims 42 through 44 has been amended to direct the claims to a "storage medium 
containing a computer program." The newly amended preamble places the rejected 
claims within the scope of the statutory subject matter since the storage medium is 
considered to be a statutory subject matter under the current PTO examination guideline. 
Thus, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that newly amended 
independent claim 41 and its dependent claims 42 through 44 should not be rejected 
under the section 101 rejection in the future Office Action. 

First Group of the Section 103 rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 8, 1 1 through 30, 33 through 52 and 
55 through 66 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious over Dehlinger et al. in view of 
Cragun et al. 

Newly amended independent claims 1, 19, 23 and 41 each explicitly recite 
"searching the word candidates in the specified area in the predetermined text database" 
before the "determining" step. Similarly, newly amended independent claims 45 and 63 
both explicitly recite "a search unit ... for searching the word candidates in the specified 
area in the predetermined text database" before "a determining unit" performs its 



25 



DOCKET NO.: RCOH-1065 PATENT 
Serial No.: 10/650,444 

Response to Office Action of November 29, 2006 
Amendment dated March 28, 2007 

function. In other words, after the specific area is selected, "the word candidates" are 
searched only "in the specified area in the predetermined database" to efficiently perform 
the search. 



In view of the above explicitly recited patentable features, the applicants 
understand the disclosures of the cited prior art references in the following manner. The 
Examiner has cited the Dehlinger et al. reference. According to the characterization by 
the Examiner, the Dehlinger et al. reference discloses every subject matter limitation 
except for specifying an area of a predetermined database. 

For the admitted lack of the disclosure or suggestion, the Examiner has 
additionally cited the Cragun et al. reference. For the lack of the limitations for 
specifying an area of a predetermined database, the Examiner has pointed out Paragraphs 
[34] and [40] through [44]. The Cragun et al. reference discloses in Paragraph [34] that 
"the weight criteria utilized by the search engine may be categorized into the following 
categories: the format of the search term, the location of the search term in the candidate 
document, and the occurrence frequency of the search term in the candidate document." 

A search expression includes a search term having associated weight criteria. The 
weight criteria are associated with a specific search term and have characteristics related 
to formats such as BOLD and FONTSIZE, location in the text such as HEADER and 
SUMMARY. Thus, for example, when a given search term is found in multiple 
documents, the documents are sorted based upon the presence or absence of the weight 
criteria associated with the found searched term. The Cragun et al. reference discloses in 
Paragraphs [40] through [44] that it is determined whether or not the weight criteria are 
absent or present in the already searched terms . In other words, the word candidates are 
searched in all areas of every predetermined database. 

In sharp contrast, the above described search method of the Cragun et al. 
reference is quite different from the patentable features of the current invention. As 
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explicitly recited, each of newly amended independent claims 1, 19, 23, 41, 45 and 63 
requires that after the specific area is selected, "the word candidates" are searched only 
"in the specified area in the predetermined database" to efficiently perform the search. 

In view of the above patentable distinction, even if the two cited references are 
combined, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that the combined 
disclosures still fail to teach, disclose or suggest the explicitly recited subject matter 
limitations of newly amended independent claims 1, 19, 23, 41, 45 and 63. Thus, it 
would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the relevant prior art to provide 
the above discussed patentable features of newly amended independent claims 1, 19, 23, 
41, 45 and 63 based upon the cited references alone or in combination. 

Dependent claims 2 through 8, 11 through 18, 20 through 22, 24 through 30, 33 
through 40, 42 through 44, 46 through 62 and 64 through 66 ultimately depend from 
newly amended independent claims 1, 19, 23, 41, 45 or 63 and incorporate the patentable 
features of the newly amended independent claims. Therefore, the applicants respectfully 
submit to the Examiner that the rejections of claims 1 through 8, 11 through 30, 33 
through 52 and 55 through 66 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious over Dehlinger et 
al. in view of Cragun et al. should be withdrawn. 

Second Group of the Section 103 rejections 

Furthermore, the Examiner has rejected claims 9, 10, 31, 32, 53 and 54 under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as being obvious over Driscoll in view of Cragun et al. and further in view 
of Dehlinger et al. 

As already discussed above, the Driscoll reference discloses a formula in column 
6 in relation to the definitions in column 5 for calculating the importance of a query word 
based upon the frequency in appearance in different documents. The IDF (inverse 
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document frequency) generally means that the word which appears in a fewer documents 
means more important than other words which appear in more documents. 

As already discussed above, the Cragun et al. reference discloses a search 
expression including a search term having associated weight criteria. The weight criteria 
are associated with a specific search term and have characteristics related to formats such 
as BOLD and FONTSIZE, location in the text such as HEADER and SUMMARY. 
Thus, for example, when a given search term is found in multiple documents, the 
documents are sorted based upon the presence or absence of the weight criteria such as 
associated with the found searched term. Cragun et al. determine whether or not the 
weight criteria are absent or present in the already searched terms as disclosed in 
Paragraphs [40] through [44]. 

According to the characterization by the Examiner, the Dehlinger et al. reference 
discloses every subject matter limitation except for specifying an area of a predetermined 
database. 

As described above, newly amended independent claims 1,19, 23, 41, 45 or 63 
each explicitly recite after the specific area is selected, "the word candidates" are 
searched only "in the specified area in the predetermined database" to efficiently perform 
the search. Rejected dependent claims 9, 10, 31, 32, 53 and 54 ultimately depend from 
newly amended independent claims 1, 41 or 45 and incorporate the patentable features of 
the newly amended independent claims. 

In view of the above patentable distinctions, even if the three cited references are 
combined, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that the combined 
disclosures fail to teach, disclose or suggest the explicitly recited subject matter 
limitations of newly amended independent claims 1,41 and 45. Thus, it would not have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the relevant prior art to provide the above 
discussed patentable features of newly amended independent claims 1, 41 and 45 based 
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upon the cited references alone or in combination. Therefore, the applicants respectfully 
submit to the Examiner that the rejections of claims 9, 10, 31, 32, 53 and 54 under 35 
U.S.C. §103 should be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and the foregoing remarks, Applicant 
respectfully submits that all of the pending claims are in condition for allowance and 
respectfully request a favorable Office Action so indicating. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/K1Y/ 

Date: March 28, 2007 Ken I. Yoshida, Esq. 

Reg. No. 37,009 
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